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Qa October 9, 1963, Ilr. Ilncli and I est with Mr. Sobert Ioc!-<y, Acrsssor 
for tha C2.ty of St, Louis Park, in his offlcs at City Kali, The puiposs 
of this iseetins was to roviaw and discuss tha 1963 reassosanont of reel 
estots values for tases psy.'ibls in 196?, Our discussion was scheduled 
for ona hoar but lasted over three hours, 

I!r, Locl:y vas ̂ pointed by the City llanaser as Assessor in Aacust, 1567, 
to replace Ilr, ruiss Coaary, Ik'cci cur discussions, I vaa inprosced with 
Ih". Locljy, but it vae voty appas'ont he was not ccaaeerasd or intorested in 
cur problea, Es ̂ peered to hare broad cvar-all Icsorjlodi-s of the tcs 
statutes and has served at both local and state It^/elo. Ka was even in­
volved in a rca3CSB5asnt in the 1?li0'3 involvlns our plant at St, L;:;uls 
Park and the then czistins national Pole Plant, 

Aa r ^nticnad, the purpose of our visit was to find out eaactly t.-hat ths 
rcassosssd values, aa sot out iii lir, iinch's letter of Sspteabu. 16, 1963, 
to I-Ir, T, J, Kyan, cacuntad to and what thsy aocnt. 

lir. LocI^ advised there had bsen on over-all land rovsltiaticn end raaosaas-
nsnt in 1963. In fact, for the first tdr-ja, the City of St, Louis Park had 
a land valuation sap. Also, had the Fsaassssnent not bsen ruids by the 
Asssssor, ths Ccrunly Board of Equalisation would hera applied enothor "cvsr 
tha board" Incroase. Tho Incrsased ansessod vaioatlon for red estate 
toses had ectua.lly boon assossad, ar rovad, end levlad at the City and 
County lovsl. This neant any cher^^e in ths eseessad values could only bo 
dona by the State (ksnaisslcnar of Taxation by way of ths State Board of 
E-qualisatlon. 

Initially, !&*, Loclqr vas not receptivo to questions and did not provide 
caq^late ans^rars with his brief roplles. For exanolo, in our discussions 
wfcon I asked to see tha datalla ro^arding the no:/ values, ha replio • "Show 
ne your books, rnd I'l. show you sins, 1^ don't have to release this in-
fcmation." On qtreaticning, by "books" he oeant the property values, plant 
incsiue, etc., against which to iBsasuro tho TJSV values• I didn't discuso 
this poii'.t further. After this, ho seeaed aore receptive and later did 
discuss scad oi* this detail which la outlined later in this seso. 
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The folIctJi^ v:i£> estcbllsbod during tbe discussions that roUoirad: 

FIA!]T PRCrnilY (DmniOII 281) 
1. The levied aeeoaeod valuation of real estate for 1963 

eaounts to $293,U00, This valuation for 1967 was 
$126,996 or en incroasa of 131 

2. Ccns>arati7e values (Docs not includd lots In HLock 3C6) 

Pivision 231 1967 I968 

Ilarlcat Value $952,li70 02,210,U00 
Pull 1 True Value (1/3 of ZferJcet) 317,1;90 736,800 
Asscosad Value (Uo;5 of Trua Val;i3 1 26,996 293,!iOO 
or 13-1/3;u of ilarlcst Value, es-
cent for attr. "led nachiaery at 
33-1/3^ of Tr.uj Valuo) 

3. The larj:3 increase in 1963 is attributable to increased 
valuation of the land. Ilr, locly continually referryd to 
the different philosophy reccrdins valuation bot"«esa tiie 
prior Aoocssor (Coaory) end liinaolf. I-r. Ccnoiy and oven 
prucodin.-r Assessors vora nora concdmed ti'ith the valuo of 
iriprovcnsiuts and strocturos 'Jitlicut ccncam for increasiiis 
lead values, Sy contrast, I!r. Lccky and the present council 
arc nors ccacemed x>fith land value, (ilsodloES to sajS the 
ever increasing land value offors the teat and nost sound 
cyproach to increased real estato valuss), The last increase 
in real valuo valuation, oxcludinj laiarcveaentB, vaa nade la 
1962 by the County vhich resulted in a 2'J5i over-the-cosrd 
increase to all property oanero. 

Basically, the z»n7 land values aro based on sales value to 
dstemina narket value. The nsv oarket value of ths land in 
our plant is vO.U5 per square foot. The prior n&rket valus 
VE3 shout $0,09 per square foot. Under the naa uarkct values, 
sinilor land across fb>aca th plant entrance is assessed at 
$0,75 snd $1,00 per square foot, 

U, Ti}3 enZy information revealed on the detail of the I968 aar-
kat value of ^2,210,^00 foUovs: 

• . • i i . ,. : 
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fULL 
TAIOB 

ASSBSSED 
7AL0S 

Land (78.06 acz^s) 
Zlarlcet vnlue based 
on 3,U00,17O sq. ft. 
0 $0.U5 por sq. fb. $1,530,00-0 $510,000 $2CU,000 

ItoiwrEcsents 
Buildings 
nsiia 
TTO^B, Switohes, Busierj 

100,000 
361,760 
160,000 

33,333 
120,U66 
53,280 

13,333 
U3,223 
21,312 

Actual $ 621,760 
' ( ^ f "t 

$207^^3 $ 82,863 

Por Rsvaluation 621,000 207,000 82,800 

Ilachinazy - Attached 5?.Uoo 19,800 6,6!00 

Total 02,211,160 0737,053 0293,163 

Total For F^avaluation $2,210,U00 $736,800 $293,U00 

Cie laarlcot veluo of tbo irsjrovenonte totaling $621,760 vas 
cost questionable, especiolly valuss for rails, e*.d.tchda, 
ftogg, and bucpers. lir. Loclty would not re-Tsal hov the valuo 
of $521,760 for rails was deteznined but said ths St; .a of 
lliznzssota bad estabUshoi values for railroad trackage. On 
diccussl:" that our trax:I:aso was not ..xpairablo to noisaal 
railroad >rack, I£r. LocI^' read froa a r^rspa^r article, 
staticg tea cost of our track to be $370,020.00. 

in» tasvsnsyer article covered the protest preeaatad oa o-jr 
behalf Jclin Vasrre, Attornay, to tlia City Council in 
robruar;-, 1562 against the Urban nenmral Progx's:! to get 
3:eil2y oat of their present location. Mr. Finch adTised 
it was actually tha rerlaconegt cost which was $370,000 for 
Ul ,935 feoi of track, iuis would equal $3.62 per foot. 

llr. Loo:;;- did not show tho plant as having Ul ,935 foot of 
track, ild caterainod this froa on aerial photosraph of the 
plant.- (itsnually ca Jenuary 2, aerial photos are taken of 
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all property asd compared tfith the prior ycara to d»> 
tezdxis amy cdditicns xu}t reported), iie, Tilncb advleed 
that our trackage should bo less cs scao has boon re-
raovcd sines 1962. Later cpoa retiamins to the plant, a 
roviaw of tho nc^s and rec-rdo by I£r. Uard Eartoa ds-
tonaicad fftilly had tho foUoair::: trccJsi.:?^: 

Karrcw C-cvys 22,160 ffcot 
Stcndfird Caaga 16,713 " 
Triple Gaaga 2,h7S " 

Total* h^,3h9 foot or ehcat 
8 miles 

Bucpsrs NOZ>3 

SKitchss -
IvcrrcTsJ Caaso ll; 
Standard 29 

r^o^s Soma os Switches 

5. Ir. Loc:-<y stated the snphasis daring the resssossEsat had 
be<3n on land values, end ho gevo little ccnsidaraticn to 
changing or evon the onisting values for inprovoncnts. I 
boliovo this trcs duo afilnl;t^ to loch of tivs. 

6. lha plant property' is ccacd 1-1 (ladaatriel). Hr. loclqr 
bolievad the north part could rsadlOy bo soncd H-h (Eesi-
dantial) suitable for apertacnt units, would indLe&ta 
a valao of SO.77 - $1 .CO par sqacre foot, ccsparsd to the 
C0.1u per ogatra foot cpplied to r^ailly. This is tha aroa 
used mainly by lihselor. lis atatod ho could *'s;sport" a 
value of even 00.75 por square foot, and this would be ecn-
Bidsrsd rsasoaabla for narhot value. 

ELCCIC 306 

7. In addition to tho cboro property, EeilOy ocas Lota 25 - U3 
i n IHoch 306. ihis is soffi5d S-2 and is considered 
at a 2ar?:3t value of 065.00 per front foot. Eacli of these 
tE-onty-four (2ii) lots has a frcntage of 25 foot and a depth 
of 136 foot. 

4Go;^83 
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Tboso lots aro in a sloping ̂ roodad area on the '.rest 
side of ths plant. At one ti^Sj a fhcce vao a dL'Tidar, 
but in rocont years the fenso has been opoxsd, end tho 
plcnt i'j obtaining fill frca tills area. This is dons by 
going into thj slope of the lots and reaoTlng fill to 
the level of tl» adjacent plcnt property • In addition 
to obtaining fiUj level rather than sloping ground is 
being rsaliiiiod. This aroa is csUod the "gravel pit" by 
plant personnel. 

8. Ccs^arativa valuss for Block 306 

1968 1967 

llarbst value $39»OOO.CX) $1U>UOO.CO 
Kerlat Value por froataga foe 65.00 2U.00 
MarliSt Valua psr lot 1,655.00 600.00 
Pun Value 13,000.00 lt,GOO.CO 
Assessed Valuo (1:0^ of fun 

valua) 5,200.00 1,920.00 

9, Tha total assaseod value of the St. " :vis Park propeity for 
I960 ca»unts to C293,6C3 as follcG-s} 

1968 1967 

Plant (Bivisica 231) $293,UCO $126,996 

Block 306 5.200 1 .020 

$298,600 $12G,?.16 
s&ssssssass 

Tho iiicroased assecscd valuation of $169,68!; ($298,600 loss 
$123,916) e*in increasa oar rod estat-* tasas between $50,000 
end $60,000 for 1968 paj-ahlo in 1969. 

10. After coasidsrcble quostioning end rsfsrricg back, rkr. Lecliy 
stated the increased valuation in ^aa City of St. Louis Park 
was about $3,000,000—Sron $35,0CO,>0OO to Cl;3,000,000—or 
about 23i^. The incroasa to Eeilly—fron $123,916 to $ -98,600— 
was 131^* 
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11* Sines the ase'sssed Taluee had alreac^ been approrrad and 
levied, the only rt --urse for adjuslrasirt is tsith the 
State Cossissionor vi Tczation. lois is dons by request* 
inc a hsarlns with the State Eoard of Equalisation, vaich 
can be dons without - -sunsal, anJ the Eoard is noraally 
one Ban~2Ir. Arthur ̂ .oeisr. Assistant CcnarLssioncr oi' 
Ta::aticn. 

If a hearing to protest the asssssod TBIUOS is to bo re­
quested, it rmst be done prcsoptly as ths Cssaissloner nust 
eubnit the final valnss bacic to the Assessors Ijy ITorsa-
ber 1$. 

RECgg-SID'JI':::?! 

It does not cq:pc.-nr ai^'' adjuststsnt woiild result fTau protesting ths roas-
cossod narhet value of ths land. Houover, tho valus for irorovoocnts 
should be protested. Ths teprcveionts; i.e., trachacs, riahe up alnost 2S,1 
of trjo asscssad valuo (0 -2,300 cut of i2?'3,6aO) or about 025,COO - $30,000 
real estate tases annually. 

The ISnnssota Supzusie Court has rulsd "An essossor cannot assess prcperty 
unifomly without dstenining ths aarkst valua of each proporty in the iirst 
plaeo," 

^'- (T /d >•/ 

Hr. Consry has -wisely done this regarding tho narl»t value of the land but 
not Inprovesants. 

Very truly yours. 

H. E. KcAdaas 

EEltW 

ccj Sr. ?. C. EoiUj' - Office 
li-, T. E. Pailly - Office 
Vx, G. A. Iloilly - Office 
ISr. T. J. I^an - Office 
Itr. E. J. Boyle - Office 
^2r• R, L. Finch - St. Louis Park 
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